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BEYOND "THE  FREEZE: A NEW
APPROACH TO MEANINGFUL
ARMS CONTROL

The SPEAKER pro tempore Under
.a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORE) is
recognized for 30 minutes. )

Mr. GORE. Mr. Speaker for many
years, arms control has been the prov:
ince of a handful of specialists in gov-
ernment and ‘in the-academic world.
By and large this small group has de-
cided what was to be considered feasi-

' ble in arms control from a theoretical.

point of view, and it comprised judge
and jury for the finished products;
that is, arms control agreements
worked out with the Soviet' Union and

brought forward to the Senate for

advise and consent.

The failure of the SALT process has .

- often been attributed to -extraneous

events. For example, many now, say -

the Soviet Union’s invasion - of Af-

. ghanistan made it impossible for the'

Carter administration to submit the
treaty to the Senate.

But in a larger sense, the SALT
process may be said to have failed

even without help from the outside. It

was clear that the treaty, whatever its
merits or demerits, had no broad ‘con-
* stituency in our country. True, it had
a number of ‘lukewarm “supporters,
who were prepared to argue that it
was better than nothing, but it had
very few who were-really willing to.go
to the mat for it. Certainly the people
‘who have always distrusted arms con-
‘trol and who want ‘to try to buy and
deploy our way to safety did not like
'it, and even the arms controllers them-
selves were utienthusiastic.
. The treaty we ‘and the-Soviets had
devised certainly would ‘havé limited
strategic arms, but only at enormously
higher numbers of weapons. By the
time we and the .Soviets would. have
reached levels of deployed: strategic
warheads, as permitted by the treaty,
the United States would have ‘gone
from about 8,946 in 1980, to approxi-
mately 13,438 in 1989, and the Soviets
from about 7,273 in 1980, to approxi-
mately 15,560 in 1989.
‘Now we have a new administration
which wishes to greatly accelerate the

rate at>which the United States de--

ploys new strategic weapons, which is
manifestly doubtful about the value of
arms control for national security, and
which appears to want to dangle pros-
pects of arms control mainly for pur-
poses of linkage and leverage against
the Soviets. ~ .

(‘As*a“ﬂ?s'ﬁlt:‘peopl'é‘s‘ul‘ﬁc‘ross this
country_are_becoming_alarmed._They
see~on"the-one-hand-rhetoric about
al ntrol, and 'on the other hand
magslve real resources going into prp-
grams for new weapons. They are: -Con:
cérned that the direction in which ,we
afe headed is only too clear: an unl
lted ungovernable competition wi

hb Soviet Union to build new strab’q-

¢ weapons; vast sums expended for
what -would 'in fact turn out to b¢ di-
mipished safety in the world.

This foreboding is the stuff of which
grassrroots movements are made.
From the vantage point of the Con-
gress, we can already see that arms
control is in fact moving fast into the
political arena. The conventions_and

.and out of government.-1 [w

‘concerns of “academic” or “profession-
'al” arms controllers—their apprecia-
tion for the niceties and nuances—are
not likely t6 make much of an impres-
sion.on the kind of debate we seem to
be heading into. ’ -

- There are calls for dramatxc and al-
legedly simple solutions—total freezes,
drastic reductions on fixed timetables,
and the like—which have become the
program of an emerging political coali-
tion in this country. To an extent, this
is a positive development: The people
are telling their Government to get
moving. with' meaningful arms control
discussions. But there is also a danger
that reasoned consideration of this
country’s real security needs will be
impatiently overlooked and that im-
portant factors about how the real
world operates will be blithely ignored.

Recently, numerous Members of the
‘House and Senate-sponsored a rather
‘carefully "worded- resolution, which
‘calls for a lot of changes in our ap-

-proach to arms control. That resolu-
tion apparently means quite different
things to different people: to Members
who supported it, and to the pubhc nt
large.’

We have an obligation and a polltl-
cal need to go further-than giving
nominal support to resolutions such as
‘these. ' We owe the people an effort on

- our part to think carefully and deeply
. about the implications of such propos-
' als, to advance suggestions as to how,

in detail and in practice, we might ac-
tually shape a new program for strate-

_ gic arms control.

For the past:14 months, since being

" assigried to the Intelligence Commit-

tee, I'have worked hard to develop an
underst,andmg of our dxlemma and o

series of breakfast seminars on this
ue which I have sponsored with t|
brary of Congress, I have developed

the conviction that-this pro problem is not
Gordian knot. It can be solved with

pa ence and understanding and com-

‘ mitment. And of course, it must be ..
. solved. N

“What T am submlttmg today has

_been developed with the assistance of

individuals at ‘the Congressional Re-
search Service and other experts in
d to
know whether it was_ possible to get at.

--the—singlé most important strategic/

problem we have—the vulnera.bﬂity\,of

. l%.nd based ICBM's—by means of a vig!
: orgous and innovative arms control-con!

cept.[T wondered if we could somehow
focus our efforts on this problem, and
I stipulated the conditions to be re-

- spected in the detailed analysis: . )

The objective ‘would. not be ‘reduc-
tions per se, although this was an im-
pértant consideration—but reducmoné

: of those systems which contribute th

g‘ost u; st;ategnc instability, and_to.
e_risk_of nuclear. w; by reflex,
Lﬂfther than on purpco?gr This ‘me
doing something drastic about one
icular system: land-based, MIRV'd_
ICBM’ s~My siiggestion was to explore
what would happen if both sides
{agreed to get rid of such ICMB’s, re-
‘plating them with new.. single_warhéad
CBM'’s on both sides. If this could be
done; Wwithout at the same time dis-
- turbing the strategic balance at some

HO”SC’ of Representatives L

. other point,s we might emerge with

f ments—but not.at the cost. of deploy- -

more stable and secure arrange-

" ifig enormously costly mobile systems,

. or an ABM system to defend them. -~

I 1-now-convinced that we cou]ld'
indeed accomplish these obJectives
/and that we could do so with a modiy

ed “moratorium” in selected ar 7
/and actual reductions in other areas:
Here is thé outline of the proposal

noratorium for 4 to 5- years,

[-durmg which each §ide would agree to)

do nothing that would add to th
number of deployed, MIRV'd ICBM’, S,

orrt,o increase their accuracy. Diiring -

this~time;“however;-both- sides-would

' be able-to continue research and devel-

opment of certain new kinds of weap-
ons: A step which we have to take as a
hedge against the collapse of efforts to

" ‘negotiate the vital second phase of re-.

T RV ICBM’s in equal numbers;

duction with the Soviets.
Second, an agreement which wou@
egin a prolonged readjustment of
strategic forces.on_both sides, At the’
end of this period; Qx;stn Telther side
would ‘have MIRV'd ICBM's, though’

they would have deployed new single |

econd,

. ho other system—such as the SLBM—

' target characteristics;

t.)ally, %gurth
': .ment . for bot.

would have been deployed with hard
tfﬂ;d, overall
-numbers of deployed launchers and
. weapons. ) wpuld have declined substan-
he process of - adjust-
sides - would be pro-
lohged 50 a5 to be realistically in tune

'_with replacement cycles for- existing

“weéapons—allowing each side time to
amortize their expenses in deploying
those weapons, and to make the neces-

sary changes in the shape of thelr \

overall strategic deterrents.

~As a-direct .consequence of thls ap- -

would -have been closed through arms
control, and strategic ' stability en-
‘haniced. As 'an enormously important .
byproduct of this approach, the total

hands of either side would .also have ' |

}dest.ructlveness of weapons in the’

been cut to a fraction of the numbers::
that SALT II would have allowed.

Arms control goes beyond the tech- -

b
i
l
'

'

!

!

4
|

" nical questions of who shall reduce "';
what. When we and the Soviets sit '

 and the_Soviets must make clea

- down to talk about strategic arms con-
trol, we are-affirming a basic—even a
transcendant—fact: : That . nuclear
weapons are indeed “different.” We’

to

otirselves and to each other that w
ecognize-what nuclear weapons real]y

mean, that they could bring to an en,
gbh«t,he values and the pecple that

both sides are seeking to promote and
provect
“The grassroots movement we are ex-

“periencing in‘this country is based on

the fear that neither side truly appre-

ciates the-odds, that_specialists and
ideologists on both sides are thinking
that a nuclear war would somehow be
winnable. The people are demanding
that their- political leaders show that
they understand ‘what the specialists
may not, and that these leaders will
reach out and.grasp their responsibil-
ities.

We can do so, Mr Speaker, and we
must.
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PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGIC ARMS REDUCTION TALKS (START)

BETWEEN THE SOVIET UNION AND THE UNITED STATES

While engaging in START and through
December-: 31, 1986, the Soviet Union and
the United States will agree to a moratori-
um under the following terms:

Additional ICBM launchers to those cur-
rently existing will not be deployed.

ICBM launchers with single or multiple
reentry vehicles will not be converied to
launchers for MIRVs.

The number of MIRVs on currently de-
ployed ICBM types will not be increased.

Further testing of currently deployed
ICBM and SLBM types is not allowed.

Both the Soviet Union and the United
States are allowed to develop, test (no more
than 25 times), and deploy one new single-
warhead ICBM type, provided this new
ICBM does not have a ‘bus” to dispense
MIRYVs, replaces an existing ICBM, and has

a throw-weight not greater than that of the

Soviet Union’s SS-19 ICBM:

. ~ Both 'the Soviet Union and the United
States are allowed to develop and test, but
_not produce or deploy, a new MIRVed
-JCBM and a new MIRVed SLBM, as hedges

against failure to achieve a strategic offeh- '

" slve arms reduction agreement.
 Starting January 1, 1987, the Soviet Union
-and the United States will proceed to reduce

the aggregate number of their strategic of- -
fensive weapons launchers (launchers -for ,

ICBMs and SLBMs, and heavy bombers) to
an aggregated ceiling no larger than the
lowest ceiling agreed to in the SALT II

Treaty. By the end of 1987, neither nation -

may have more than 2,250 strategic offen-

sive weapons launchers, of which no more .

than 1,080 may be ICBM launchers and 120
heavy bombers equipped with an aggregate
total of not more than 2400 long-range
(more than 600 kilometers range) air-
~launched cruise missiles (ALCMs).

To reduce the possibility and incentive of
‘the Sovlet and U.S. ICBM forces from en-
gaging in a counterforce attack, starting
January 1, 1987 the Soviet Union will begin
to retire launchers for its MIRVed §S-18,
S$S-18, and S5-17 ICBMs (in that order), fol-
lowed in the same order by launchers for
the single-warhead versions of these ICBMs.
Concurrent to Soviet retirement of these
ICBM Jlaunchers, the United States will

retire 'some launchers for the Poseidon .

SLBM and launchers for the Minuteman III
ICBM (in that - order). Each nation will
retire at least 80 launcheg{sr@nnum until
all the launchers for the 55-18, §5-19, §S-
17, and Minuteman III ICBMs have been re-
tired. However, the retirement of launchers
for the Minuteman III will take place after
the Soviet Union retires 250 launchers for
the MIRVed version of the SS-18.
VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH
PROVISIONS CONTAINED IN THE PROPOSAL
Currently, the numbers and types of
SLBMs being deployed is routinely verified
by observing the SSBN in which the SLBM
is being introduced. Overhead photography
and other means of detection are used.
The accuracy improvements of ICBMs
and SLBMs is verified from intercepted test

telemetry, and by tracking the missiles

during operational tests.

The performance and characteristics of

new types of ICBMs and SLBMs is primarily
determinable from data - intercepted when
the missiles are tested.

Verification that ICBM or SLBM launch-
ers are being dismantled is made from over-
head photography.

The deployment of silo- based ICBMs is
verified from overhead photography.

Silos containing MIRVed ICBMs have
characteristics (signatures) that are distinct
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from
‘ICBMs

silos comalnlng single-warhead
- Bomber -aircraft equipped with ALCMs

have observable differences from bombers

:not equipped to carry these weapons.

" “The numbers and types of heavy bombers
- deployed is verified by photographic surveil-
-lance of the aircraft production facilities

and bomber operational bases.

‘There is no indisputable method to verify
that the number of reentry vehicles (RVs) is
not being increased in a currently deployed

MIRVed ICBM which has been-tested to.

carry a higher number of RVs. The U.S.
may not be able to detect the conversion of
8-MIRV SS-18 ICBMs to the 10-MIRV con-
figuration. However, if the conversion con-
tinues, approximately 350 additional RVs
would be added to the Soviet ICBM force.

- The gain to the Soviets in continuing the
* conversion of the MIRVed SS-18s would be

of short duration, because under the terms
of the proposed START the MIRVed SS-
18s will be the first ICBMs to be retired.

Significant violations in the number of’

ICBM and SLBM launchers and bombers
deployed would be readily detected. Also,

"the Soviets would not be able to attalh a

comfortable degree of confidence in the per-
formance of additional accuracy improve-
ments to their ICBMs and SLBMs without
thorough, testing of the whole missile
system.
U.S. STRATEGIC PROGRAMS UNDER THIS
' PROPOSAL
Reductions

No hard-site ABM defense needed.

‘No procurement and deployment of the
M-X ICBM, and no construction for basing
the M-X.

No procurement, production, and deploy-

ment of the Trident II SLBM, but continue

its development.

No implementation of ballistic missile ac-
curacy improvements (such as stellar-iner-
tial system for Trident I SLBMs). :

.No deployment -of larger or more lethal
reentry vehicle warheads.

Retirement of the Titan II and Minute-
man III ICBM force. .

- Phased retirement of the B-52D, B-52H,
and B-52G bombers.

Reduction in the number of B-52 aircraft
that would be modified to carry ALCMs.
Without START, more than 120 B-52 bomb-
ers would be converted to ALCM carriers.

Curtailment in the total number of tanker
aircraft needed to support the strategic
bomber force.

Phased retirement of the Lafayette-class -

(Poseidon and Trident I) SSBNs from the
strategic forces, and t.heu conversion to
attack submarines.

Curtailment in the total number of Ohio-
class (Trident) SSBNs that would probably

* be deployed without START.

Curtailment in the total number of
ALCMs that would be deployed. Without
START, more than 120 B-52 bombers would

“fbe converted to ALCM carriers,
(9

«

Curtailment in the total number of
SRAMs or other short-range attack missiles
that would be deployed. Without START.
more than 100 penetrating bombers, armed
with SRAMs or other short-range missiles,
would probably be deployed.

' New deployments _

630 single-warhead (without a ‘'bus™)
ICBMs (denoted in tables as MX-2), with 28
new additional ICBM silos (to provide a
total of 1,080 launchers), would need to be
constructed.

100 B-1B bomber aircraft (initially tasked
to be penetrating bombers, and later phased
to ALCM carriers, replacing B-52G CMCs,
as the more advanced STEALTH aircraft
assume penetrating role) or alternatively
100 new CMCs.

100 STEALTH penetrating bombers or 100
advanced CMCs. .
PROBABLE SOVIET STRATEGIC PROGRAMS UNDER
THIS PROPOSAL

Reductions

No expansion of current ABM capabilities.

No deployment of a mobile ICBM with a
hard-target capability. .

No construction for basing of a mobile

CBM.

No deployment of larger or more lethal
reentry vehicle warheads.

No deployment of a SLBM with hard-
target capability.

No implementation of accura.cy improve-
ments to existing ICBMs and SLBMs.

Retirement of the SS-11 ICBM force.

Retirement of the SS-17, SS-18, and SS-
19 ICBMs a few years earlier than anticipat-
ed.

Retirement of Yankee I SSBNs from the
strategic forces, and their conversion to
attack submarines.

Retirement of SS-N-6 SLBMs on Yankee
1 SSBNs.

Retirement of Golf III SSB and all Hotel
II SSBNs.

Retirement of SS-N-5 SLBM on Hotel II

Ns.

Retirement of the TU-95 Bear and Mya-4
Bison bombers.

Retirement of the Kangaroo air-launched
missile. ~ .

New &eployments

1,020 new single-warhead ICBMs (denoted
in tables as SS-X), with throw-weight not to
exceed that of the Soviet §S-19 ICBM.

120 new heavy bombers (denoted in tables
as TU-X SWL).

Replacement of Yankee I SSBNs with a
new 16-launcher SSBN (denoted in tab]es as
SSBN-X).

Continued
SSBNs.

Continued deployment uf SS-N 20 SLBMs
on Typhoon SSBNs. .

Deployment of SS-N-17 SLBMs (or other
existing type) on new SSBN (denoted in
tables as SSBN-X) replacing the Yankee 1
SSBNs.

deployment of Typhoon
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WARHEAD LOADINGS USED IR PROJECTIONS

' Unless otherwise specified in the tables,
all other ballistic missiles except the follow-
ing are estimated or projected to carry a
single independcntly-targetable reentry ve-
hicle:

Soviet: 8S-N-20, 10 MIRVs; §S-N-18, 7
MIRVs.

United States: Minuteman III, 3 MIRVs;
Poseidon, 9 MIRVs (average); Trident I, 8
MIRVs (average).

Bombers weapon loadings are estimated

. and projected to be as follows:

Soviet: TU-85 Bear, 1 AS-3 Kangaroo mis-
sile or four-bombs; Mya-4 Bison, 2 bombs;
TU-X SWL, 12 ALCMs (average) + 4 bombs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

United States: B-52D, 2 SRAMs + 4
bombs; B-52G/H, 4 SRAMs + 4 bombs; B-
52G CMC, 12 ALCMs + 4 SRAMs + 4
bombs through 1985. Thereafter, & total of
348 ALCMs added .per year (replacing
SRAMs and bombs) until all B-52G CMCs
are equipped with 20 ALCMs; B-1B, 8

SRAMs + 4 bombs; B-1B CMC, 24 ALCMs;
STEALTH, 8 SRAMs + 4 bombs.

PROJECTED SOVIET KCBM LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START

L By end of calendar year—
1CBM designation -

C1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1967 1988 1989 1990 1991 1952 1993 1994 995  19% 1397

§5-18 (10 MIRV s) 75 1] BT 75 0 0 0 [ 0 0 "0 0 0 0 0
$5-18 (B MiRV 175 175 175 175 175 170 90 10 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0
§5-19 (6 MIR\M 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 230 150 10 0 0 0 0 0
$S-17 (4 MiRVS) 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 - 120 120 120 110 30 0 0 0
$5-18 (single S8 58 58 £ 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 58 8 0 0
$5-19 (single 60 - 60 60 &0 &0 60 60 60 &0 o0 £0 60 60 &0 0 0
$5-17 (single 2 32 2 2 2 k14 32 32 kY k4 2 32 2 2 20 0
- 60 60 60 60 £0 60 80 €0 60 .60 &0 60 - 60 60 60 80
- 518 518 468 418 368 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
§5-) 0 0 50 100 150 280 360 440 520 600 £80 760 840 920 1000 1,020
Total 1398 1398 1398 1398 1398 1080 1080 1080 1,080 1080 1080 1030 1080 1080 1080 1,080

- ) X
PROJECTED U.S. ICBM LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
- By end of calendar year—
(CBM desigration . d
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 .19%6 1997

Minuteman ] (MK-124) . 0 0. 30 300 il 300 3W 300 220 8 0 0 0 ] 0
Mingteman 11l (MK-12). 250 230 250 250 250 250 250 250 230 250 250 230 150 0 0 0
Minteman I ~430 450 450 450 450 - 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 450, 450
N Titan I 52 8 52 8§ 45 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MX-2. 0 0 0 0 7 34 80 160 220 320 400 480 560 630 630
Total 1052 1052 L0z 1082 1082 1052 1052 1080 1080 1080 1080 1080 1080 1,080 1080

1,080

ESTIMATED TYPE AND NUMBER OF SOVIET AND
U.S. ELBM LAUNCHERS IN §SBS AND SBBNS
Soviet SSBs and SSBNs are believed to
have the following type and number of
20 SS-N-20;

SUBM launchers: Typhoon,

. L - .

Delta IiI, 16 SS-N-18; Delta II, 16 SS-N-8; III, 6 SS-N-8; Hotel II, 3 SS-N-5; Gol{ III. 6
Delta I, 12 SS-N-8; Yankee II, 12 SS-N-17; SS-N-8. )
Yankee I, 16 SS-N-6; SSBN-X (projected), _ U-S. SSBNs have the following type and

_N-17 ¢ t. exist LBM); Hotel number of SLBM launchers: Lafayette-class,
16 SS-N-17 (or other existing SLBM); Hotel 5o eidon or 16 Trident I; Ohio-class. 24
Trident 1.

PROJECTED SOVIET SSB/SSBN INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START

- By end of calendar year—
$SB/SSBN CLASS (SLBM type)
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1088 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1934 1995 1936 1997
Typhoon (SS-N-20) 1 3 5 -1 7 8 "8 8 8 8 8 "8 8 8 8 8
Delta Il (SS-N-18) 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Delta H (53-N-8) 4 4 4 4 & Y B 4 4 4 4 4 & 4 4 4
- ta | {ISS-N-8) 18 18 8 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 1B, B 18, 18 18
Yankee Il (SS-N-17) 1 1 1 -1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
SSBN-X (SS-N-17) 1 3 5 1 9 1 13 15 17 19 21 2 2 2 2 22
Yankee | (SS-N-6) 2 0 18 16 13 11 9 7 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 [
Hote! Wl (SS-N-8) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hotet Il (SS-N-5) [ 4 2 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 0
Golf Il (SS-N-8) 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 c0 0 0 0 0 0
Golf IV (SS-N-6) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 .0
Totat D n nm N 69 68 [3) 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 68
PROJECTED U.S. SSBN INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START R
By end of calendar year— -
N
S5 s (SLEW ype) 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1887 1988 1889 1990 - 199k - 1992 1993 1984 1995 199 1997
Lafayette -3 k) 1} -31 30 A 25 20 15 13 12 1 9 7 § ©3 1
= BE BSOS E DB
i 5 (gl (5 (6; 0’ 3) (H) ah dg (16 ‘(,§ (13) ({3 (ég) (éﬁ) (%g) :
Trident 1 2
Tien O P T R TR T O N N N A U
Total - 33 kL » I k) 3 3 28 il 28 28 2 2% B % 23
PROJECTED SOVIET SLBM LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
By end of catendat year—
LBM designation (SSB/SSBN g
S8 atin (557 cass) 198 1983 1984 - 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1983  19%4 1995 1986 1997
$5-N-20 20 60 100 140 140 180 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 160 ) 160 160
SS-N- IB ,De!ta lll; 240 . 240 . 240 240 280 240 240 240 240 240 20 240 20 20 240 240
S5-N- 28 60 92 12 156 188 220 257 284 316 348 364 364 364 364 364
e 3 O O e
N-8 ) ;92) 29 - ;92 286 286 286 286 286 286 285 286 286 286 286 286 286
Defta i ésa (64 § 5@4), (64)  (64) (64; 564; (64) (B¢ ;54 56’4 ;64; 564) (64)  (64)
Delta { (216 (Zlﬁi { 16; {216] (2)6! (216) (216) (216) (216) (216) (216) (216) (216) ( 16; (216)  (216)
s B R E Tl e g g pe 88
(Yakes i) (gégi (328) (288) (gsg) (5‘52; (172) (}42) (11%} (sg; (:g) (lg g) Eg (g) (g) (g)
w .
- Golt IV; - 0) ~ {0 0 0 ) 0) [ 0) {1 (0) {0} 0
SS-N-(S (anz| ) . {B) §Z) ( 4 0 (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total b N 950 984 1,018 1086 1050 1050 1050 1050 1,080 1050 1050 1050 1,050 1050 1050 1050
PROJECTED U.S. SLBM LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
. By end of calendar year— .
o SLBM designation {SSBN class)
. 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1980 1991 1992 1983 1994 1995 199 1997
Trident | ; 240 - 264 312 336 408 456 5§52 516 584 . 560 552 544
Oho @8) (12) (120) (11 155 216) {264) (312; (360)  (384) (408; 432 i (480)  (504) {528
.dnmmm (192} (192) %g% (19%) 192 192)  (192) (132 (19%) (192) (176, m 11; (83) (ag) (16!
e1don.
Lafayette (304)  (304) (304) (304) (288), (208) (128) - (48) (16) (O  (0) (0) (0) © 0 (0
Total 544 568 640 648 616 584 §52 568 §16 584 576 568 $60 852 544

6§16
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ST 1962 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1983 1990 1991 199 - 1993 1994 1995 6" 1997
LU
$ -18 (10 RV) 75 750 750 750 750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$5-18 (8 RV, 1400 1400 1400 1400 1400 1360 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0
$8-13 (6 RV, 1800 1.800 1,800 1,800 1,800 15800 1800 1800 1380 $00 4 0 0 0 o 0-
$S-17 (4 RV 48 480 - 480 480 480 480 4 480 480 480 40 120 0 0 0
$5-18 (1 RY) 58 - 58 88 58 58 8 58 8 -8 88 8 0 0
$5-19 (1 RV 6 &0 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 &0 60 60, 0 0
$S-17 (1 RV} 3 32 32 32 kY4 2 3 32 ks 32 32 2 32 3 2 0
8- 60 60 60 60 - 60 0 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
- 51 518 468 418 368 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
$5-) .0 S0 100 150 280 360 440 520 600 630 760 840 920 3,000 1020
Subtotal 5158 5158 5058 5158 5158 4130 3570 3010 2590 219 1790 1410 1170 1080 1080 1080
SLBM's: o
$5-N-20 - 20( 600 1000 <1400 400 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 3600 1,600 1,600 1600 1600 1600
$S-N-18 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1,680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1.680 1680 1680 1680 1680
S5-N-17 24 60 92 124 156 188 220 252 284 316 348 364 364 364 364 368
SS-N-8 2, 292 292 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 286 285 286 286 286
SS-N-6 35 320 288 256 208 176 144 m 80 48 16 [} 0 0 0 -0
SS-N-5. 18 12 [] 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ix}_mmal - 2562 2864 3358 3746 3730 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930 3930
Grand Total - - 1720 8122 8516 8304 8888 8060 7500 6940 6520 6120 5720 5340 51000 5010 5010 5010
PROJECTED U.S. DEPLOYED REENTRY VEHICLE INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
By end of calendar year—
ICBM/SLBM designation -
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1983 1990 1990 1932 1993 1994 1995 1936 1997
1CBM's; -
Minuteman {1l (MK-124) ... 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 660 420 180 0 0 0 0 0
Minuteman #ll (MK-12) 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 - 750 690 450 20 0 0
Minuteman H 450 - 450 450 450 450 450 450 450 . 4500 450 450 450 450 450 450 450
Titan 11 52 52 52 52 52 4 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MX- . 0 0 0 .0 0 7 34 80 160 240 .30 400 480 560 630 630
Subtotal ) e 2152 2152 2152 2152 2052 205% 2152 2180 2020 1860 1700 150 1380 1220 1080 1080
SLBM's: N . ) .
Trident 1. L 1920 2112 249 2688 2880 3264 3648 4032 4424 4608 4672 4608 450 4480 4416 4352
Poseidan...... 2736 2736 2736 273 2592 1872 118 432 144 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
Sublotal 4656 4848 5232 54 5472 5136 4800 4464 4568 4608 4672 4608 4544 4280 4416 4352
Grand total 6808 7000 7384 7576 7624 7288 6952 6644 6588 6468 6372 6148 5924 5700 549 542
= PROJECTED SOVIET AGGREGATE STRATEGIC LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
~ ) By end of calentar year—
. tauncher type - e
1982 1983 1984 1985, 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 199) 1992 1993 1994 1995 198 1997
ICBN's 1398 1398 1398 1398 1398 1080 1080 1080 1080 1080 1080 1080 1,080 1,080 1080 1,080
SLBM's. 950 98¢ 3018 1046 1050 1050 1050 1050 1950 1050 1650 1050 1050 1050 1,050 1,050
Bomnber s 156 156 148 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 . 120
T Total > 2504 2538 2564 2564 2568 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250
Of which the following are counted as MIRV'G baliistic missites and cruise missite- .
feunching bombers:

BM's. . 82 820 820 820 820 720 660 580 500 420 340 260 180 100 20 0
SLBM's 60 300 3y 380 380 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
Bombers. ey 0 0 5 30 60 80 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120

Subtotal 1080 L1200 L165  1.230 1260 1230 1180 1100 1,020 940 860 780 700 620 50 7520

PROJECTED U.S. AGGREGATE STRATEGIC LAUNCHER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
By end of calendar year—
Launcher type
. - A982 1983 1984 1985 1985 1987 1988 1989 1950 1991 1992 1893 1994 1995 1996 1997
CBM's - 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052 1052 1080 1080 1080 1080 1.080 1,080 1080 1,080 1,080
SLBHS, 544 568 616 640 648 616 584 857 568 516 584 576 §68 . 560 §52 544
Bombers. 345 34 345 345 345 345 345 345 345 345 345 345 345 219 200
Tatal . - 1941 1965 2013 2037 2045 2003 1981 1977 193 197 1968 1951 1938 1895 1351 1824
Of which the followig are counted as MIRV'Y ballstic missiles and cruise missile- - .
launching bombers: : . : ‘ g y
CBM s 350 §50 550 550 550 | 550 850 550 470 390 310 230 150 .10 0 0
SIBM's 544 568 616 840 648 616 584 552 -568 576 584 576 568 §60 552 544
Bombers. 16 - 5] 86 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 -120 115 7109 103 100
Subtotal oo 10 1168 1252 1310 1318 1286 125 1222 1158 1086 1014 . 92 83 139 655 644
PROJECTED SOVIET AND UNITED STATES COUNTERFORCE—CAPABLE RV INVENTORY UNDER.PROPOSED START (CLOSING THE “WINDOW -OF ICBM VULNERABILITY")
By end of calendar year— o
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 198§ 1983 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 199 1997
Soviet ! 3 )
$8-18 (10 RV's) - 750 750 750 150 750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SS-18 (8 &V's) 1400 1400 1400 1,400 1400 1360 120 80 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
$5-19 (6 RV'S) 1800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1800 1,800 1,800 1800 1380 900 420 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3950 3950 3950 3950 395 3160 250 1880 1380 900 420 0 [ 0 0 0
United States: - - e §
Minuteman Il (MK-12A) 900 900 S00 - 900 900 %00 900 900 660 420 180 0 0 0 0
Minuteman It (MK-12) 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 750 690 450 210 0
Total 1,650 1,650 1,650 1650 1650 1650 1650 1,650 1410 1,170 930 690 4650 20 0 0
Strike Ratio 2 (RV's/ICBM's): ) . .
Soviet 315 375 375 375 - 375 299 240 174 128 083 039 0 0 0 0 0
United States L1818 118 118 L8 153 T 15 153 - 131 108 091 064 042 019 0. 0

! The RV's carried by the MIRV'd version of the SS-17 are not included. Currently, the MIRV'd $5-17 does not have sufficient aocuract;tu destroy U.S. {CBM silos with a high degree of probability.

® Assuming 100-percent availability and reliability of the missiles and warheads (an optimistic assumption), 7 strike ratio equal to or

rger than 2 denotes a thearetical capability to target a least 2 reentry vehicles against each silo. Thus,

i each of the reeniry vehicles has a high single-shot-kill probability (SSKP) of destroying & silo, a strike ratio equal to or laiger than 2 signifies a theoretical capabilty to destroy the opposing ICBM force at their siios.

PROJECTED SOVIET STRATEGIC BOMBER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START

By end of calendar year—

Bomber desigration .
. 1s2 1983 1584 M85 198  ISF7 198 1989 1990 1991 19% 1993 K94 1995 195 1997
10-85 Ben HP M3 W & & » e 0 0 © 9 © .0 © g o
Yyad di 4 @4 4 0o 0o 0o 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 @ 0
X SWL 0 0 5 "3 B % X 10 10 W 10 2 120 -2 12 10
Tota 15 1% M8 12 10 0 10 12 120 A0 120 1 10 2 120 10
PROJECTED U.S. STRATEGIC BOMBER INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
end of caendar year—
Bomber desgnation » L
1982 198} ISB4 1SBS 1986 1987 U%B 199 190 1991 192 1983 1994 1995 199 1997
B-520 % % K %X K% 4% 1B 0 o 0 0 0 o6 0 0 0
852 o o@m ® 8 8 5 8 3% 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0
B-52H .. % % % % % % % % 9% 6 %k. 6 6 0 0 0
B-520 Wi 3 51 8 W @ 1 m 10 1 10 12 1w %N M B0
B-18 0 © 0 0 3 & o 10 w00 100 W0 76 & 16 0
8-18 Gt ¢ 0 9o 0 0 0o 0 0 0. 0 0 o0 2 . s g 10
9 0 o o & b 0 0 8 B 43 6 # 100 4 100
: CIA-RDP84B00148R000300590021-7 ® 255 25 2w
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X “ PROJECTED SOVIET DEPLOYED BOMBER WEAPON INVENTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
d of calendar year—
Bomber and weapon designation - By end of caendar year "
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
TU-95 Bear:: ) L
Kangaroo BB B 15 60 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bombs, ) 12 12 00 60 0 0. 0 0 0 o ..0 0 .0 0 00
IIW)'I A»gmson.- Bombs. % 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
U SWL. R
AL, ] 0 60 360 70 1080 1A 1440 1810 1420 1840 1440 1800 1440 1300 1840
Bombs 0 0 20 120 240 360 480 480 480 480 480 480 480 480 480 480
Totals 313 313 M 615 1020 1470 1920 1820 1920 1820 1920 1920 1920 1920 1920 1920
PROJECTED ¥.5. DEPLOYED BOMBER WEAPON IMNTORY UNDER PROPOSED START
) By end of catendar year—
Bomber and weapon designation
82 1983 19B¢ 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 139 1997
B-520, : T .
SRAM'S B’ 12 1,2 15 9 =3 0 0 0 0 o 0 ] [
o ?gmm 300 304 34 - 304 304 184 B4 0 -0 [} [] 0 0 0 0 ]
srams . 68 48 M8 22 A2 W 22 Bk 0 0 00 0 0 0 .0
b Bombs. 68 48 M8 22 A2 A7 A2 15 4 0 ] ] 0 0 0 ]
2H; . - .
SRAM's 3847 3 38 38 3/ B 38 - 3/ I M4 W N 0 0 [ 0
N szgmc:«'? 3 a3 .3 3 34 3 34 3/ 264, 4 u (] 0 [}
" Sha's 66 206 344 &80 306 132 0 0 0 o0 0 0 ] 0 0
Bomb. 6 M 3 480 306 A 0 0 0 - 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0
ALCMs. 192 612 1032 140 1788 2136 2400 2400 2400 2400 2400 2400 1800 1080 360 0
B-1B;
SRAM'S .0 0 [} O 240 480 70 800 BOD 800 800 608 368 12 0
né.mcm 0 0 - 0 [} 0 120 240 3D 400 400 400 400 304 184 &4 0
B-18 CMC: . : : :
N ALV 0 [ 0 [} ! 0 0 0 [} 0 ] 0 0 600 130 2040 2400
eafth. . X
SRAM'S 0. 0 0 [ | 0 0 0 72 22 3 552 72 B0 B0 800
Bomb's 0 0 ] ] 0 0 [} 0 3% )6 1% 2% 3% 400 400 400
Tota! 2800 3210 3540 4048 4048 4228 4408 4560 4776 4476 4476 4476 4380 4152 3792 3600
N
- . . s
PROJECTED AGGREGATE OF DEPLOYED SOVIET STRATEGIC WARHEADS UNDER PROPOSED START ’
. By end of calengar year—
Delivery system ”
1982 1983 1984 1985 1985 - 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1395 1995 1997
1CBI's/SLBM' Z 720 812 8515 894 888  BOR IS0 . 630 6520 61 570 530 5100 500 5010 5010
Bombers. 313 313 M1 615 100 1470 190 190 1920 190 1920 1520 1920 190 190 150
Tolats B0 RAS . 885 9519 9% 850 940 8860 84D B0 TEW T2 700 6910 690 6930
p - -
N PROJECTED AGGREGATE OF DEPLOYED U.S. STRATEGIC WARHEADS UNDER PROPOSED START
) By end of calendar year— '
Delivery system
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
ICBM's/SLEM's 6808 7000 138 757 764 7288 6952 66 658 6466 6312 6148 5924 ~5700 549 5432
Bompers. 2800 3210 3540  AD4B 4B 4B 4408 4560 4776 4426 4476 46 4380 4152 3782 3500
Tatals 9508 10210 11026 11626 11672 1LS16 11360 11204 11364 10944 1J0B(B 10624 10304 9852 - 0288 9032
- PROJECTED SOVIET STRATEGIC LAUNCHER RETIREMENT UNDER PROPOSED START
) During calendar yeai—
~Launcher 113 caents ¥ '\ - Totals
1882 1983 B84 1985 ISB5 187  19BB 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995  19%  .1987
CEMs: . . ‘
§5-11 = 0 0 S0 0 S 368 0. 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 s
55-18 MiRVd = ] 0 0 0 0 8 B0 B8 10 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 20
$5-19 MIRVd : 0 0 0 00 0 0 0o W s 8 1 0 0 0,0 30
$5-17 MIRVd o~ 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 1 8% 3B 0 010
SS-18 single 0 1 0 0 0. 0 ] 0 [ 0 0 -0 0 5 8 [
$5-19 single 0" 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ ] 0 0 0 0 [ ] 0 6
S5-17 single 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 N R
Sublotal 0 0 S0 S0 50" a8 80 8 8 6 80 8 8 80 B 20 138
- SIBM's . : X ’
S5-8-3 (Golf &) N 0 [} 0 6 0 (] 0 ] 0 ] 0 0 0 [ ] 0 6
SS-N-6 (Yankee i) e 2 X N ® N RN R N W n I 0 0 0 0 400
SS-K-§ (Hotel 1) 0 6 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 [ [
Sublotal. I A8 B B M 8 W R RN R RN B 0 0 0 [
Bombers: » N
TU-95 Bear 0. 80 B 1 3% N 3 [ ] 0 0 0 ] 0 0 [ V]
MYa-4 Bison X 0 [ 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ ] ]
Sublotal 0 0 B 8 30 3 % 0 0 0 0. 0 [ 0 0 15
Grand total, @ 3% W 4 18 S50 M2 w2 w2 12 N2 % 8 8 80
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PROJECTED SOVIET STRATEGIC LAUNCHER NEW DEPLOYMENT UNDER PROPOSED START
During calendar year— " .
Launcher ry Totals
1982 1883 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1982 1993 1984 995 1996 1997
ICBM's: SS-X subtotal 0 0 50 50 130 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 8 20 1020
L8Ms: )
$S-N-20 (Typhoon 20 49 49 40 -0 0 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 160
$§5-N-18 gbena IH% 16 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
$S-N-17 (SSBN-X 16 32 32 32 32 2 2 2 32 32 32 16 0 0 0 0 352
Subtotal.... 52 n 4 1Y 2 ) 52 R R 2 % 1% 0 0 0 0 528
Bombers: TU-X SWL (subtotal) 0 0 5 25 30 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120
Grand tota! 2 n 127 147 m 192 162 m n2 12 12 9 80 80 80 20 1668
PROJECTED U.S. STRATEGIC LAUNCHER RETIREMENT UNDER PROPOSED START
. During calendar year—
Launcher Totals
- 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1934 1995 1996 1997
1CBM'S .
Mmmeman m }MK-IZA) 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 80 80 60 0 0 0 0 300
Mmulemzn Il (MK-12) 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 2 80 80 0 0 250
Titan I 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52
Subtotal. 0 0 0 0 0 7 27 18 80 80 80 80 80 80 10 0 602
Posetdon !laiaye"e) 0 0 0 0 16 80 80 80 2 16 0 0 0 -0 0" 0 .30
Trident | (Lafayette) 0 14 0. 0 0 0 0 0" 0 0 1 R 32 2 32 32 176
Subtotal. 0 0 0 0 16 80 80 80 32 16 16 32 2 32 2 32 480
Bombers:
B-520 0. 0 0 0 0 30 30 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 76
B-52G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 30 3% 36 18 173
B-52H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 30 30 ] 0 0 0 96
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 30 30 36 33 30 30 30 36 36 36 18 345
Grand total 0 0 [ 0 16 m 137 134 145 126 126 142 148 148 138 0 142
PROJECTED U.S. STRATEGIC LAUNCHER NEW DEPLOYMENT UNDER PROPOSED START
During calendar year—
Launcher - i L Totals
1982 1983 1984 1985 4986 1987 1988 1989 1890 1991 1992 © 1993 1994 1995 1986 1997
ICBM's: MX-2 (suhna!) 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 46 80 80 80 80 80 - 80 n 0 630
SLBM's: Trident 1 (Ohio class) (subtotal U 2 48 9 24 48 48 48 48 U 2 £ K] ti) 24 2% $04
Bombers:
8-18 0 0 -0 0 0 30 30 30 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 [
Stealth [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 2 20 20 20 n 0 0 100
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0. 30 30 30 19 2 20 20 20 )] 0 0w
Grand total......... . 8 2 48 b1} 2 85 105 124 uJu 124 124 124 s 94 2 1334
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